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Comments 

Dear Examiner Koyama - 

Thank you very much for returning my telephone call and setting up a tentative 
appointment for June 7, 2004, at 10:00 AM for a telephone interview in the subject case. 

During our conversation you asked that we send you some written description of 
the points I wish to discuss during our interview. We hope you will find the following a 
satisfactory response to that request. 

At a minimum, we would like to discuss claims 29, and 30. These claims were 
introduced in Amendment C, which we mailed on February 1 1 , 2004. They are included 
in the rejection on Page 2 of the Office Action. However, we have been unable to find a 
portion of the explanation of the rejection that appears directed to these claims. 
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Claim 29 recites determining a sub-section delimiter consists of indicating at least 
one of a font size, a font, a text location and a specific point within the document. We 
see no disclosure or suggestion in Okamoto or Kuga that determining a sub-section 
delimiter consists of indicating at least one of a font size, a font, a text location and a 
specific point within the document. 

Claim 30 recites determining a sub-section delimiter consists of using a symbol 
representing a demarcation point on a printed version of the document as the sub- 
section delimiter. For example, claim 30 is related to the subject matter discussed on 
page 7, lines 9-19 of the present application. We see no disclosure or suggestion in 
Okamoto or Kuga that determining a sub-section delimiter consists of using a symbol 
representing a demarcation point on a printed version of the document as the sub- 
section delimiter. 

With regard to the other claims, such as, for example, claim 1, we would like to 
discuss the interpretation of Okamoto and Kuga presented in the Office Action, as well 
as the Examiner's interpretation of the claim language of the present application in the 
hopes of reaching some agreement. 

For example, the Office Action says that in Okamoto, the combination of a line 
return, segmentation code and character count is disclosure of a delimiter definition. 
We would like to submit that even if that were the case, Okamoto does not disclose or 
suggest generating an index for a document (or even the logical architecture of 
Okamoto) with found items corresponding to the sub-section delimiter occurrences (as 
recited in claim 1) . Instead, as pointed out in the bottom of page two and the first full 
paragraph of page 3 of the Office Action mailed May 6, 2004, occurrences of the 
combination of a line return, segmentation code and character count go through many 
other checks, tests, and determinations. Only a small subset of the occurrences of the 
combination of a line return, segmentation code and character count cause an entry to 
be made in the logical architecture of Okamoto. Therefore, Okamoto does not disclose 
or suggest generating an index for a document with found items corresponding to the 
sub-section delimiter occurrences. 

Kuga discloses searching for occurrences of words included in a predefined list. 
We would like to submit that this predefined list of words is not a delimiter definition. A 
delimiter definition is a description of aspects of text, not specific text strings. While it is 
true that text can be used as an aspect of a delimiter definition (for example, the word 
chapter- can be an aspect of a delimiter definition), and an occurrence corresponding 
to the delimiter definition might include such text (for example, -Chapter IV: New Hope- 
- might be an occurrence of a delimiter definition including the word --chapter--) the 
desired text string itself is not a delimiter definition as the phase is used in the present 
application. Furthermore, having to generate a list of every word that is desired to be 
included in an index or table of contents is just the sort of thing the subject matter of the 
present application is directed at avoiding (e.g., page 1, lines 26-30). 
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We trust that the above will serve as a useful indication of the subject matter we 
wish to cover in our telephone interview. Please let us know if we can be of further 
assistance. 



Regards, 

Tom Tillander 
Patrick Roche 



3 



* RCVD AT 5/25(2004 12:1 9:42 PM [Eastern Daylight Time] * SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-3/25 * DNIS;27323&4 * CSID: * DURATION (mm-ss):01-30 



